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to the next step, by working through the processes necessary to complete ordering and
end user billing.

With respect to items (3), (4) and (5), we understand that Ameritech has agreed
to respond to us no later than Friday, March 7, regarding whether Ameritech currently is
capable of supporting the LCI platform configuration. If Ameritech is not currently
capable of supporting the platform, you mentioned:the possibility of LCI’s making a
bona fide request to Ameritech so that Amernitech could then determine and estimate the
cost of developing the systems and procedures that would be required under items (3), (4)
and (5). Please let us know if Ameritech considers that to be necessary.

Again, we sincerely appreciate your time and the travel to our offices. We will be
very happy to come to Chicago for the next such meeting. We greatly look forward to
working with Ameritech to establish the processes and systems for each of the steps
outlined above, which are necessary to make the combined unbundled element network
platform a reality for LCI and its customers.

e
Sincerely,

Vs Wf\

Anne K. Bingaman

AKB:slg

cc: Bill Jones
Ron Kelly
Joe Gillan
John Williams
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Iinformation Industry Services
350 North Orleans

Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

Office 312/335-6648

Fax 312/335-2928

erite Ch H. Edward Wyon

Vice President &
General Gounsel

MAR 11 1997
March 7, 1997

Ms. Anne K. Bingaman

President, Local Telecommunications Division
LC! International

8180 Greensbora Drive

MclLean, VA 22102

Dear Anne:

Thank you for your letter of March 4, 1997. Ameritech has completed its
review of LCl’s proposal which we discussed last Friday and which is further
detailed in your letter. To advance our discussions of LCl’s proposal, | plan
to prepare a detailed, written response to that proposal and your March 4,

1997 letter. | expect to be able to provide that response to you sometime
early next week. .

Sincerely,

cc: Judy Armes
Sarah Buerger

Ron Lambert
Dave Moser
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President. Local
Telecommunications Division

March 19, 1997

VIA FAX

Mr. H. Edward Wynn

General Counsel

Ameritech Industry
Information Services

350 New Orleans, 3rd Floor

Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Ed:

We very much appreciated our meeting with Ameritech on Friday, February 28,
1997, which I summarized briefly in my letter of March 4, 1997, attached hereto.

At that meeting, Ameritech committed to get back to us on Friday, March 7, and
on March 11, you promised to get back to us by Friday, March 14, 1997.

As you know, LCI has a strong customer base in Ameritech’s region, and we very
much need to proceed with testing a move by LCI to use of unbundled combined network
elements (the “Network Platform™) promptly.

We are awaiting your reply, because we assume follow-up meetings will be
necessary and we have many individuals involved whose schedules will have to be

coordinated.
Thank you very much.
Smcerely, )
" Ul //
Anne K. Bmgaman
attachment
AKB:slg

cc: Joe Gillan ./
—_— )
EZ ‘7Z
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Infsrmation Indusuy Services
350 North Orleans

Roor3

Chicago, I 80654

QOtfics 312/335-6648

Fax 312/395-1504

@ente h. B Edewd wyen

General Counsal

March 19, 1937

Anne K. Bingaman
Senior Vice Prasident
LC! International

8180 Greensboro Drive
MclLean, VA 22102

Dear Anne:

| apologize for not responding to your letter soaner. | had intended for my
reply to provide a detailed analysis of the call types that would be
transmitted over the “Network Platform” we discussed in our February
meeting, rather than to provide a more general response. For that reason, {
stated that | would need additional time to provide such a response.
However, as your letter dated March 19, 1997, indicates, it would appear to
be LCI’s preference to discuss this level of detail in follow-up meetings.
Having reflected on the matter, | would agree, and for that reason, | provide
that more general response immediately.

As we will discuss turther, Ameritech does not believe that there is any
additional billing systems development needed to allow for any required
carrier billing. As we will discuss in greater detail, the following principles
would apply if LCl is purchasing the “Network Platfarm.” For calls
originating from LCI over the Network Platform, LCl would pay the
appropriate rates for all applicable unbundied Network Elements that are part
of the Network Platform. As an originating carrier, and not a terminating
carrier, LCl is not entitled to reciprocal compensation, as | believe you would
agree. If LCl is the terminating carrier, traffic from Ameritech would be
routed completely over Ameritech’s facilities to the loop port serving LCl’s
customer. LC! would not be charged for those facilities, since those facilities
are Ameritech’s not LCl’s. Thus, LCl would not have incurred any costs for

transport and termination of traffic, and thus, would not be entitled to
reciprocal compensation.

With regard to access charges, we are prepared to discuss how access
charges would be billed by Ameritech and LCl for each Exchange Access calil

£y, 5
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type to the appropriate interexchange carrier, consistent with applicable FCC
‘and Commission rules. Again, we understand that there is a dispute
between the parties as to the application of such access charges; however,
as we will explain to you in further dstail, we do not believe that additional
systems changes are required to permit the billing of such charges.

As to the ordering procedurss for items (1), (2) and (5), those proceduras
should be discussed between Mr. Jones of your company and Ms. Armes of

Ameritech. | understand that Mr. Jones and Ms. Armes have aiready begun
those discussions.

To expedite the discussions on this matter, please call me to discuss when
LCl is available to discuss thase matters in further detail.

Sincerely,

%W%ém,_






( LCI International Anne K. Bingaman

\_~ Worldwide Telecommunications s, e
nt. Loc
Telecommunications Division

March 24, 1997

VIA FAX

Mr. H. Edward Wynn
Vice President, General Counsel
Ameritech Information

Industry Services
350 New Orleans, 3rd Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Ed:

Thank you for your March 19, 1997 response to my letters dated March 4 and
March 19 regarding LCI’s request to proceed with testing the unbundled network element
platform as soon as possible.

Unfortunately, your letter does not appear to address the arrangement that we
discussed with you in our February 28 meeting and that we confirmed in our letter of
March 4. We described a configuration of network elements under which we, as the
purchaser of combined network elements, becomes the provider of origination and
termination of local and interexchange calls with respect to our local customers. While

other arrangements may be possible, this is the arrangement that LCI is requesting and in
interested in testing.

As we made clear in our February 28 meeting, we understand that there may be a
legal dispute between LCI and Ameritech regarding what transport arrangements must be
provided under the 1996 Telecommunications Act. We are nevertheless interested in
testing with Ameritech the operational systems necessary for LCI to provide the full
range of end user and carrier services using the loop/switch combination, independently
of our dispute concerning transport. The provisioning of transport over Ameritech’s
interoffice network should be possible for testing purposes without resolving that legal
dispute. As we discussed, for purposes of conducting the test we will agree to
Ameritech’s proposed compensation terms for the use of interoffice transport.

N b
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Your letter describes LCI as an “originating” carrier, a term which would appear
~ to restrictively limit LCD’s use of the network elements which it intends to purchase from

Ameritech. As you know, LCI’s position is that the purchaser of combined unbundled
elements is the provider of all services over those elements, call origination and
termination. Ameritech has recently represented to the Illinois Commerce Commission
case, that it now concedes that the purchaser of unbundled local switching is also the
provider of terminating access. See Reply Brief of Ameritech in ICC Docket No. 96-
0404 at 60 (citations omitted):

Several of the IXC’s complained that they are not being given the
opportunity to charge for terminating access. This is no longer an issue.
Ameritech Illinois has agreed to conform its treatment of originating and
terminating access to provide IXCs with the opportunity they seek.

Your March 19 letter appears to be inconsistent with this position. Because in
your letter you unilaterally define Ameritech, and not the platform purchaser, as the
provider of local call termination and interexchange call termination (access), it appears
that Ameritech is refusing to conduct the test that we have requested. Please confirm
whether or not this is the case. Specifically, please inform me whether you are prepared
to provide as part of the test access to items (3) and (4) identified in that letter, and
indicate the next steps necessary to achieve this end.

As we all agreed at the February 28, 1997 meeting, we wish to put all legal and
pricing issues aside for purposes of the test only. LCI very much wants to pursue
immediate testing so that we can establish operational procedures for unbundled
combined network elements (the Network Platform) promptly.

I might also mention that Nancy Armes had not called Bill Jones at our Network
Facilities Offices in Dublin, Ohio as of late Friday afternoon when I personally spoke to
him. Accordingly, we have made no progress at all on the tests you proposed of Steps 1
and 2 in our March 4 letter. We would appreciate it if this can proceed immediately.

As you know, LCI is working with outside consultants you met here on
February 28 to help us implement these tests. [t would be more convenient for our
purposes to meet here because we have so many people involved. However, since
Ameritech came to our offices last time, if it is preferable that LCI come to your offices
in Chicago for this second meeting, we will certainly do so. LCI’s staff and consultants
all are available on Tuesday, April 1, 1997 at 9:00 a.m. for a follow-up meeting to discuss
operational matters to set up LCI's proposed test. Alternatively, and as a second choice,
Wednesday, April 2 is also available at 10:00 a.m.

(11 International”
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I will be out this week, but my Assistant, Sherry Gelfand, at (703) 610-4875 is
available to help arrange our next meeting.

Thank you very much.

Anne K. Bingaman

attachment

AKB:slg

cc: Joe Gillan
Bill Jones
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April 11, 1997

VIA FAX

Mr. H. Edward Wynn

Vice President and General Counsel
Ameritech Industry Information Services
359 North Orleans

Chicago, IL. 60654

Dear Ed:

Thanks very much for meeting with us yesterday to continue our discussion of
LCI’s request of Ameritech to conduct an operational test of a combination of unbundled
network elements (the “platform” configuration). We asked to conduct this test as soon
as possible, using LCI’s Chicago and Detroit sales offices as test sites.

As we informed you in our initial meeting on February 28, LCI is interested in
using a network elements configuration that combines the loop, switch, and non-
discriminatory access to Ameritech’s interoffice network for the transport and termination
of local calls at cost-based rates. An important part of the test would be to test the
systems that must be in place to permit LCI, as the purchaser of unbundled local
switching (ULS), to serve as the provider of call origination and termination (for local
and interexchange calls). We recognized that Ameritech disagreed with our
understanding of its legal obligations, but had hoped that an operational test could
proceed while its legal opposition was resolved in other forums.

In our meeting yesterday, we discussed again with you exactly what LCI is
interested in testing. Specifically, LCI would like to purchase a ULS element that would
include the existing trunk ports on the unbundled switch as a shared resource of the
switch. In this way, other carriers (interexchange carriers and competing local service
providers) would be able to originate and terminate traffic to end users served by the
switch, without regard to the end-users’ choice of local provider. LCI’s local customers
served by unbundled local switching would be able to use Ameritech’s interoffice
network to complete local calls originated at that switch, using existing routing
algorithms as a feature of the ULS and accessing the interoffice network in fuinctionally
the same manner as Ameritech. Under this arrangement, calls coming into the switch
over the Ameritech interoffice network would be completed to the LCI local customer

C/Iy,7
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served by that unbundled local switch. Interexchange calls would be originated and
terminated to ULS end users regardless of the transport method chosen by the
interexchange carrier.

Under this definition of ULS, LCI, as the purchaser of ULS and loops, would be
the provider of origination and termination of all calls, local and interexchange,
regardless of the method by which those calls are transported to and from the switch. ¥
This is required, in LCI’s view, by the statutory and FCC definition of unbundled
network elements.

LCI does not believe that Ameritech’s ULS product, as'described to us in the
meeting in Chicago yesterday, satisfies the definition described above and therefore does
not meet LCI’s needs or its request. You indicated during our meeting yesterday that you
would consider whether Ameritech would be willing to test the ULS product as LCI has
described it. You promised that you would inform us by Tuesday, April 15, whether
Ameritech would be willing to conduct such a test.

I look forward to hearing from you soon, and hope that we will have the chance to
test the ULS product that LCI is interested in purchasing. Thanks again for meeting with
us yesterday.

Sincerely,

loowe . Bicgtrnar.

Anne K. Bingaman

s

cc: Joe Gillan
Bill Jones

) Thus, for example, if an interexchange carrier were to purchase switched transport from
Ameritech to connect the ULS end office to LCI's point of presence, Ameritech would collect
transport charges the interexchange carrier, and LCI would collect all other access charges. For
local calls made to or from the LCI customer served by the ULS, LCI would be the provider of
local termination and would be entitled to reciprocal compensation for that function.

(LCI Intemational
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Vice President &
General Counsel
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April 16, 1997 997 B

By

Anne K. Bingaman, President
Local Telecommunications Division
LCI International

8180 Greensboro Drive

McLean, VA 22102

Dear Anne:

Thank you for meeting with us last Thursday to discuss LCl's proposal for a trial
of what LC| has defined as a combination of unbundled network elements (the
"L.CI Network Element Platform"). Following is Ameritech's response to LCl's
proposal. Although | believe that both Ameritech and LCI were in agreement
last Thursday as to the description of the LCI Network Element Platform, to

make sure that there is no misunderstanding of that description, | will first
describe LCl's proposal.

The LCI Network Element Platform Proposal

As you told us, LCI has several fundamental requirements for the LCI Network
Element Platform. First, LCl requires that the product be a combination of
Network Elements, as the term Network Elements is defined in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the "Act"). LCI has stated that it is not
interested in a product that involves Resale of Ameritech's Telecommunications
Services, as defined and described in the Act. Ameritech had offered LCI such

a product during our meeting on February 28, 1997, but LCI rejected that offer as
not meeting its needs for the product.’

'See, e.g., Letter from Anne K. Bingaman to H. Edward Wynn (March 4, 1997) at 2. Specifically,

LCi has stated that Ameritech's Resale Services product does not meet its requirements because,
in contrast to the situation in which LCI purchases Network Elements, LCl is not entitled to collect
access charges from interexchange carriers when it purchases Local Exchange Resale Services,

nor is it entitled to reciprocal compensation for calls delivered to the customers it serves using
Ameritech's Local Exchange Resale Services.

. v f



Anne K. Bingaman
April 16, 1997
Page Two

Second, LCI would not separately obtain Interconnection (as defined and

described in the Act) from Ameritech, nor would it provide such Interconnection
to Ameritech.

Third, LCI proposes that it would not provide any facilities as part of
the LCI Network Element Platform; rather, LCI would obtain any and all of the
facilities it needed to provide Telephone Exchange Service or Exchange Access

service (again, as those terms are defined in the Act) from Ameritech as part of
the LCI Network Element Platform.

Fourth, the LCI Network Platform would require Ameritech to provide "common"
trunk ports as part of Ameritech's provision of Unbundled Local Switching. A
diagram depicting such a description of Unbundled Local Switching is attached
as Exhibit A, which should be identical to the diagram we used during the
meeting and which you agreed represented LCl's proposal.

Fifth, the LC! Network Element Platform would consist of the following Network
Elements: LCI's proposed Unbundled Local Switching, as described and
depicted on Exhibit A, plus Unbundled Local Loops. As to Unbundled Local
Loops, LCI did not identify any way in which its proposal for such Unbundled

Local Loops was different from Ameritech's proposed provision of Unbundled
Local Loops.

Sixth, the following Network Elements would not be separately provided to LCI
under the LCI Network Element Platform proposal: Interoffice Transport,
Directory Assistance and Operator Services, Signaling and Access to
Databases, or Unbundled Tandem Switching. Rather, LCl's position is that it
would receive the functionalities provided by such Network Elements as a result
of its purchase of its proposed Unbundled Local Switching product.

Seventh, the price that LC| would pay for the LC! Network Element Platform
would consist of Ameritech's current price for Unbundled Local Loops, plus
some, but not all, of the rate elements that are part of Ameritech's Unbundled
Local Switching offering. For example, LCI does not propose that the price it
would pay for its proposed Unbundled Local Switching product would include any
rate elements associated with custom routing or trunk ports. LCI would not
provide routing instructions for traffic to or from its customers, and LCI would use
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switch trunk ports provided by Ameritech or dedicated to interexchange carriers
to deliver and receive their traffic to and from LCl's customers.

Eighth, when offering services to its Local Exchange customers using the LCl
Network Element Platform, LC! would receive all access charges for calls placed
from or to LCl's Local Exchange customers, and would charge reciprocal
compensation to any carrier, including but not limited to Ameritech, that delivered
local (i.e., non-Exchange Access) calls to an LCI customer, even if those other
carriers are also Unbundled Local Switching customers.

Ameritech's Response to LCl's Network Element Platform Proposal

Ameritech declines to provide LCI, either on a trial basis or as a standard
offering, the LCI Network Element Platform based on LCl's requirements for that
product as those requirements are described above. Ameritech offered and
continues to offer two alternative products and services that provide the

~ functionality that LCI requires. However, LCI rejected each of those alternatives
because they did not meet its stated requirements.

First, Ameritech offered and continues to offer LCI the same combination of
Unbundled Network Elements that Ameritech provides in its approved
Interconnection Agreements, including the approved Interconnection
Agreements between Ameritech and AT&T, on the same terms and conditions
and at the same rates provided for in those Agreements. However, LCl rejected
Ameritech's proposal to provide LCI the identical combination of Unbundled
Network Elements described in those Interconnection Agreements. LClI belleves
that it is not required to purchase the interoffice transport Network Element,?
unbundled tandem switching or other Network Elements needed to replicate the
facilities that are part of Ameritech's network. Instead, LCI believes that it should
receive the functionalities provided by such Network Elements when it purchases
only LCl's proposed Unbundled Local Switching and Loops

2Contrary to the assertion in your letter of March 4, 1997, and as we discussed in great detail on
both February 28 and April 11, Ameritech is willing to offer LCI either Dedicated or Shared
Interoffice Transport as part of the combination of Network Elements that Ameritech has agreed
to provide. We, in fact, discussed both the monthly and per-minute-of-use pricing for such Shared
Interoffice Transport, but LCI rejected all of these pricing proposals.

3See, e.g. Letter from Anne K. Bingaman to H. Edward Wynn (April 11, 1997) at 1 ("LCI's local
customers served by unbundled local switching would be able to use Ameritech's interoffice
network to complete local calls originated at that switch, using existing routing algorithms as a
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Second, Ameritech offered LCI the ability to purchase Ameritech's Local Loop
and Unbundled Local Switching Network Elements; and as optional functionality
of the Unbundled Local Switching Network Element, LC! could route calls over
Ameritech's network, rather than purchasing the individual Network Elements
that comprise that network. Ameritech would provide for such use of its network
at the wholesale usage rates in Ameritech Local Exchange Resale Services
tariffs. The use of Ameritech's network in such a situation would not be as a
Network Element because LC! would not be purchasing any of the additional
Network Elements, including Interoffice Transport, Tandem Switching or any of
the other Network Elements that would be required to establish the appropriate

facilities and equipment necessary to establish an LCI network. LCl also
rejected this alternative.* -

LCl's rejection of both of these alternatives demonstrates the essence of LCl's
proposal: LCl wants Ameritech to provide LCI a service (end to end provision of
Telephone Exchange Service and Exchange Access) at a price that represents
only a fraction of the facilities and equipment that are part of that service, and
then LCI wants to resell that service to Ameritech and other carriers. LCl's
position is at odds with the Act. Specifically, LCI proposes only to purchase one
complete Network Element (Local Loops) and pay only a fraction of the price (the
Line Port rate element and originating switch usage rate element) for another
Network Element (Unbundled Local Switching), but expects (i) Ameritech to
provide for the delivery of all calls to and from an LCI Local Loop Customer, and
(ii) to collect from Ameritech and other carriers either access charges or
reciprocal compensation for the service that Ameritech provided for LCIl, merely
because LClI is purchasing Loops from Ameritech.

Ameritech has offered to provide LCI exactly the functionality that it has asked
for. However, Ameritech expects to be compensated consistent with the Act for
the services and functionalities that it provides. First, If LC| wants to purchase all
the Network Elements that comprise Telephone Exchange Service and
Exchange Access from Ameritech, LCI may do so, and LC! would be entitled to
access charges in accordance with applicable FCC or State Commission rules.

feature of the ULS and accessing the interoffice network in functionally the same manner as
Ameritech.”)

‘See, e.g., Letter from Anne K. Bingaman to H. Edward Wynn (March 4, 1997) at 2.
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Second, if LCI only wants to purchase the Local Loop and Unbundled Local
Switching Network Elements and utilize the capability of the Unbundled Local
Switching Network Element that would allow LClI to use Ameritech's network
rather than LCl-purchased Network Elements, Ameritech will provide such a
functionality. However, Ameritech will not provide LCI such use of Ameritech's
network for free; and if Ameritech provides Telephone Exchange Service and
Exchange Access for LCI Local Loop customers, Ameritech, and not LCI, is

entitled to the appropriate access charges and reciprocal compensation related
to such calls.

LCl's request that Ameritech provide LCI "the existing Ameritech interoffice

- network" as part of the Unbundled Local Switching Element is clearly
inconsistent with the Act and the FCC Rules. It is at odds with the FCC's

definition of Local Switching Capability. See 51 C.F.R. Sec. 51.319(c). ltis at

odds with Act's requirement that Local Switching be unbundled from transport

and other services. See Section 271(2)(B)(vi) of the Act. And, even more

fundamentally, it is inconsistent with the Act's definition of a Network Element as

a "facility or equipment used in the provision of a telecommunications service."
See Section 3(29) of the Act.

" Again, Anne, Ameritech is willing to provide LCI the functionalities that LCl is
requesting; however, Ameritech will insist that LCI purchase those functionalities
in @ manner that is consistent with the Act.

Please let me know how you would like to proceed.

Sincerely,



EXHIBIT A

LCI'S PROPOSED UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING OFFERING

Line Trunk
Port Port
AlT
LCl Local
LEC1 IXC1*
LEC2 1XCc2*
AT IXC3*
Dedicated Common

LCI Would Purchase/Pay For:

Line Port**

Ameritech Would Provide:

All Other Functionalities of Unbundled Local Switching
Transport and Termination of Telephone Exchange Service
and Exchange Access Calls

*Assumes, incorrectly, that Interexchange Carriers ("IXCs") can purchase Network Elements for
the purpose of originating/terminating interexchange carrier traffic. This is prohibited by the Act
and the FCC Rules. LCI also assumes, incorrectly, that each IXC has direct trunking to each
Ameritech End Office. Ameritech provides such originating and terminating Exchange Access
traffic to IXCs as part of Feature Group D switched access services under existing tariffs.

**Ameritech is uncertain whether LCI would be willing to pay any of the other Unbundled Local
Switching rate element charges. Ameritech believes that LCI may be willing to pay for some rate

element charges reflecting originating, but not terminating, Unbundled Local Switching switch
usage rate elements.
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April 25, 1997

VIA FAX

Mr. H. Edward Wynn

Vice President and General Counsel
Ameritech Industry Information Services
359 North Orleans

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Ed:

I have reviewed your letter of April 16, 1997 rejecting LCI’s request to conduct
an operational test of the network element combination referred to as the “platform.” I
have to admit that I am discouraged that after so many hours of discussion, Ameritech
will not move forward with an operational trial, and by the degree to which you
mischaracterized our request. At this point, it does not seem fruitful to provide a detailed

response to each statement in your letter. There are two areas, however, that I feel must
be corrected.

First, you claim that Ameritech has offered LCI all the functionality it has
requested. Y Thisis simply incorrect. In our view, Ameritech has unilaterally redefined
the local switching network element to exclude certain trunk ports (i.e., those which
interconnect to access transport facilities to interexchagne carriers) from the functionality
that LCI would obtain as part and parcel of the local switching network element. These
trunk ports are shared resource of the local switch, no different than the switching matrix
itself. Your refusal to include these ports as part of the features, functions and
capabilities of the local switching network element violates the Act and federal rules. It
is our view that with respect to our end-users, when LCI purchases the local switching
and loop network elements, it becomes the access provider and is entitled to any access
charges related to their use. ¥ We see no basis to Ameritech’s claim that the provider of
local switching and common line service to an interexchange carrier is decided by the
carriers’ choice of transport vendor -- which is the practical effect of Ameritech’s position
regarding trunk ports. :

v See Wynn letter of April 16, page four.

2/ LCI seeks no difference in its role providing long distance call termination to an
interexchange carrier or local call termination to another local carrier.

Ex. T
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Second, you continuously assert that LCI’s request is limited to the loop and local
switching network element, implying that LCI is requesting the use of vanous interoffice
network elements without compensating Ameritech for the relevant cost. ¥ LCI has the
right under the Act to obtain access to Ameritech’s interoffice network for the transport
and termination of local calls. At the outset, we understand that Ameritech disputed its
obligations to permit LCI to complete the local calls of its subscribers in the manner
requested, but we pever implied that LCI was unwilling to compensate Ameritech for the
use of any facility or function. As we emphasized throughout our discussions, our goal
was to conduct an operational trial while this dispute was resolved.

LCI remains committed to a limited trial in Illinois and Michigan to determine
whether the systems necessary to support LCI’s entry using the requested network
element combination are operational. As you are well aware, time is an important factor
and there can be significant lag between regulatory decision and operational compliance.
As such, I am extremely disappointed that Ameritech will do nothing to move forward
with LCI’s request. If, however, your position is based on your mistaken believe that
LCI would not compensate you for local transport and termination during the pendency
of the operational trial, please contact me immediately (no later than Wednesday,

April 30).

Sincerely,

Anne K. Bingaman
AKB:slg
3/ For instance, your April 16 letter states:

LCI believes that it is not required to purchase the interoffice transport Network
Elements needed to replicate the facilities that are part of Ameritech’s network.
Instead, LCI believes that it should receive the functionalities provided by such
Network Elements when it purchases only LCI's proposed Unbundled Local
Switching and Loops.
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